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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office action is in response to the request for continued examination under 37 CFR 
1.1 14 filed on 12/22/2003. 

2. Claims 1-30 remain in this application. Applicant has amended claims 1, 15, 27, and 30. 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1. 1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12/22/2003 has been entered. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings were received on 12/22/2003. These drawings are approved. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 
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7. Claim 1 claim "wherein the print server and the peripheral device are directly connected 
to the computer, and the peripheral device is indirectly connected to the computer", it is unclear 
whether the peripheral device is directly or indirectly connected to the computer because the 
same device cannot be directly and indirectly connected at the same time. The specification 
discloses the print server is directly connected to the computer, and the peripheral device is not 
directly attached to the computer but to the print server (page 7, lines 14-29 and Fig. 3). 
Examiner interprets "the print server is directly connected to the computer, and the peripheral 
device is indirectly connected to the computer" for examining purpose. 

8. Claims 15, 27 and 30 also suffer the same problem as of claim 1 as discuss above. 

9. Claim 15 recites the limitation "the local area network" in lines 11-12. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 30 recites the limitation "the article of manufacture being stored within a 
computer", wherein the specification discloses only a portion of the routine is store within a 
computer (page 8, lines 13-17). Claim 30 further recites "a peripheral device connected to a 
print server, the computer processor, the peripheral device, and the computer being connected 
via", examiner interprets "a peripheral device connected to a print server, the computer 
processor, the peripheral device, and the computer being connected via a computer network" for 
examining purpose. It is also unclear whether the computer processor is located in the computer 
or the printer server or in a different computer (which is not claim), and if the computer 
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processor is either located in the computer and the print server, the computer processor in line 6 
should be removed. 

11. Claim 30 recites the limitation "the local area network" in line 13. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 2 . Corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 1, 5-6, 10, 15, 19 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leyda (U.S. 5,867,730) in view of Charabaszcz (U.S. 6,263,387 Bl) further in 
view of Thambidurai (Internet Printing). 

15. As to claim 1, Leyda teaches a computer connected to a peripheral device (computer 10, 
keyboard, peripheral devices; col. 2, line 42 - col. 3, line 10), preparing the computer to retrieve 
a first device identification from a memory of the peripheral device (The FINDCD.SYS ... 
including a vendor identification and model number for the CD_ROM driver 30; col. 6, lines 35- 
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54), comparing the first device identification to device names on a list of names associated with 
device drivers (with the unique identification ... driver type; col. 7, line 30 - col. 8, line 31), the 
list and the drivers being stored in a memory of the computer (the system 100 includes . . . 
software driver files 104 ... loads the corresponding software . . . driver files 104; col. 5, line 20 - 
col. 6, line 22), and selecting for use an associated driver if the first device identification matches 
one of the name (the system 100 selects.. . in the memory 14; col. 7, line 30 - col. 8, line 31), 
wherein at least a portion of a routine for preparing, comparing and selecting operations is stored 
in a memory of the computer (The present invention is embodied in a system 100; col. 5, lines 
20-45). 

16. However, Leyda does not teach a printer server, the print server, and peripheral device, 
and the computer being connected via a computer network, wherein the print server is directly 
connected to the computer, the peripheral device is indirectly connected to the computer, and the 
print server to retrieve a first device identification from a memory of the peripheral device. 
Charabaszcz teaches a server (server system 100, computer 101; col. 6, lines 1-42), and 
peripheral device (adapters, printers; col. 6, lines 1-42), and the computer (client computer; col. 
6, lines 1-42) being connected via a computer network (LAN card, client computer, various types 
of printers; col 6, lines 1-18), wherein the server is directly connected to the computer (client 
computer, remote computer, computer network; col. 6, lines 1-42 and Fig. 1), the peripheral 
device is indirectly connected to the computer (printers 122; col. 6, lines 1-42 and Fig. 1), and 
the print server to retrieve a first device identification from a memory of the peripheral device 
(the auto configuration program retrieves the Vendor and device ID from the device; col. 1 1 , 
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lines 7-21). Although Charabaszcz does not teach a print server, Chrabaszcz teaches a server and 
a device in general (abstract), and server controls various types of printers (col. 6, lines 1-18). 
Obviously, the server in the system of Chrabaszcz could be print server. Thambidurai teaches the 
printer driver should be installed locally in the end-user's host or in the printer site is left to the 
implementation (page 8, right column, last paragraph). 

17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Leyda, Charabaszcz and Thambidurai because it provides a 
method for a client computer not only to use the directly attached devices but also network 
devices wherein the network devices being controlled and monitored by a server. 

18. As to claim 5, Leyda does not teach the peripheral device is a printer. Leyda teaches the 
peripheral device in general term. It would have been obvious the peripheral device could be a 
printer. 

19. As to claim 6, Leyda does not explicitly teach the computer network is compatible with 
the Microsoft Windows Operating System. Leyda teaches computer could be MS Windows 95. 
Chrabaszcz teaches the computer network is compatible with the Microsoft Windows Operating 
System (Alternative embodiments ... DOS, Windows 3.1/95/98). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of 
Leyda and Charabaszcz because it provides a method for Leyda to have access to Internet 
devices. 
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20. As to claim 10, Leyda teaches the selecting occurs automatically (The invention is . 
automatic identification and configuration of computer hardware peripherals; col. 1, lines 55-60, 
and the system 100 automatically selects the appropriate software driver from the software driver 
files 104; col. 8, lines 25-31). 

21. As to apparatus and an article of manufacture claims 15 and 30, they correspond to 
the method claim of claim 1 . 

22. As to claim 19, see rejection of claim 6 above. 

23. Claims 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Charabaszcz (U.S. 6,263,387 Bl) in view of White et al (U.S. 6,301,012 Bl) further in view of 
Thambidurai (Internet Printing). 

24. As to claim 27, Chrabaszcz teaches installing the drivers in the server if the current 
installation is the first installation and storing information associated with the current installation 
in a memory of the print server (the program automatically loads ... the user, saving the 
modified start-up configuration files in the system's main memory; col. 1 1, line 1 - col. 12, line 
34), retrieving information associated with the first installation from the memory if the current 
installation is not the first installation (inherent from "saving the modified start up . . . main 
memory"; col. 12, lines 15-34), retrieving a current identification data string from a memory of 
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the printer (the auto configuration program retrieves the Vendor and device ID from the device; 
col. 11, lines 7-21), the current identification data string being associated with the current 
installation (the auto configuration program retrieves the Vendor and device ID from the device; 
col. 11, lines 7-21), and installing the printer drivers in the server based upon the information 
associated with the first installation (inherent from "saving the modified start up . . . main 
memory"; col. 12, lines 15-34), the server (server; col. 6, lines 1-42), the peripheral device 
(adapters, printers; col. 6, lines 1-42), and the computer (client computer; col. 6, lines 1-42) 
being connected via a computer network (LAN card, client computers, various printers; col. 6, 
lines 1-18), wherein the server is directly connected to the computer (client computer, remote 
computer, computer network; col. 6, lines 1-42 and Fig. 1), the peripheral device is indirectly 
connected to the computer (printers 122; col. 6, lines 1-42 and Fig. 1). 

25. Although Chrabaszcz does not teach a print server, Chrabaszcz teaches a server and a 
device in general (abstract), and server controls various types of printers (col. 6, lines 1-18). 
Obviously, the server in the system of Chrabaszcz could be print server. 

26. However, Chrabaszcz does not explicitly teach installing the printer drivers in the 
computer, preparing the print server to determine if a current installation of the printer drivers is 
a first installation of the printer drivers, the information associated with the first installation 
including a first identification data string, comparing the first data string with the current data 
string, and installing the printer drivers in the computer based upon the information associated 
with the first installation if the first data string matches the current data string, and at least a 



• 
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portion of a routine for the preparing, comparing, and installing operations is stored in a memory 
of the computer. 

27. White teaches (col. 3, lines27 - col. 8, line 65) preparing the print server to determine if a 
current installation of the printer drivers is a first installation of the printer drivers (When 
network plug and play service 50 ... is a new device on the network), and installing the printer 
driver based upon the information associated with the first installation (the network plug and 
play . . . print driver). It would have been obvious to apply the teaching of White to the system of 
Chrabaszcz because it provides a method to the users for faster installation of the same device. 
Thambidurai teaches the printer driver should be installed locally in the end-user's host or in the 
printer site is left to the implementation (page 8, right column, last paragraph). It would have 
been obvious at least a portion of a routine for the preparing, comparing, and installing 
operations is stored in a memory of the computer. Although Chrabaszcz as modified does not 
explicitly teach the information associated with the first installation including a first 
identification data string, comparing the first data string with the current data string, and 
installing the printer drivers in the computer based upon the information associated with the first 
installation if the first data string matches the current data string. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to associate the device identification data string with the 
information of the first installation and use it to retrieve the needed information for subsequence 
installation because the device's identification data string is unique to every device and available 
for each installation. 
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28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Chrabaszcz, White and Thambidurai because it provides a 
method for the users to have options to install the drivers either in the local computer or in the 
print server. 

29. As to claim 28, Chrabaszcz as modified teach installing the printer drivers in the 
computer if the first data string does not match the current data string and storing information 
associated with the installing, in the memory of the print server (the program automatically loads 
... the user, saving the modified start-up configuration files in the system's main memory; col. 
11, line 1 - col. 12, line 34). 



30. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Charabaszcz 
(U.S. 6,263,387 Bl) in view of White et al (U.S. 6,301,012 Bl) and Thambidurai (Internet 
Printing) further in view of APA (Admitted Prior Art). 

31. As to claim 29, Charabaszcz does not teach the first and current data strings are IEEE 
1284 ID data strings. APA teaches the device identifications conform to an IEEE 1284 signaling 
standard (The signaling standard . . . 1994; page 3, line 1- page 4, line 5). It would have been 
obvious to apply the teaching of APA to the system of Chrabaszcz because it provides all the 
benefit of IEEE Std. 1284 to the users. 
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32. Claims 2-3, 11, 16-17, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leyda (U.S. 5,867,730) in view of Charabaszcz (U.S. 6,263,387 Bl) and Thambidurai 
(Internet Printing) further in view of DeRosa Jr. et al. (U.S. 5,822,565). 

33. As to claims 2 and 16, Leyda does not teach translating the first device identification 
into at least a second device identification if the first device identification does not match one of 
the names, comparing the at least second device identification to the device names, and selecting 
a driver from the list if the at least second device identification matches one of the names. 
DeRosa teaches a device identifier typically includes a vendor identifier and a device number 
(col. 6, lines 15-29). DeRosa further teaches different string identifiers maybe produce by a 
system for different devices bases on vendors and platforms (col. 8, lines 1-64). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Leyda and DeRosa to translate the device identification to select a driver for a device 
because there are multiple string identifier are existed in the same system. 

34. As to claims 3 and 17, Leyda does not teach determining whether the peripheral device 
requires a special measure in order to install the selected device driver, identifying an appropriate 
special measure from a database of potential special measures stored in a memory of the print 
server, and informing a user of the appropriate special measure. Chrabaszcz teaches (col. 11, 
lines 42-54) determining whether the peripheral device requires a special measure in order to 
install the selected device driver (the program determines ... are required), identifying an 
appropriate special measure from a table of potential special measures stored in a memory of the 



Application/Control Number: 09/471,333 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2126 

print server (By looking up a table . . . that device), and informing a user of the appropriate 
special measure (the program announces . . . required values). Although Chrabaszcz does not 
teach a database to store the special measure, it would have been obvious a database could be 
employed in the system of Leyda because it just a matter of implementation. It would have been 
obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Leyda and Chrabaszcz because it provides the users a more effective method to 
install the drivers, 

35. As to claims 11 and 22, Leyda as modified does not teach the translating includes a 
database look-up. Leyda teaches a table look-up is carried out (with the unique identification . . . 
driver type; col. 7, line 30 - col. 8, line 3 1). As discuss in claim 3, a database could be 
incorporated in the system of Leyda because it just a different way of implementation. 

36. Claims 4 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leyda 
(U.S. 5,867,730) in view of Charabaszcz (U.S. 6,263,387 Bl), Thambidurai (Internet Printing) 
and DeRosa Jr. et al. (U.S. 5,822,565) further in view of White et al. (U.S. 6,301,012 Bl). 

37. As to claims 4 and 18, Leyda does not explicitly teach alerting a user if the second 
device identification does not match one of the names. White teaches alert a user if the driver 
could not be located (Automatically installing ...installation location; col. 3, line 58 - col. 4, line 
16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
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Leyda and White because it provides the users a method to install a device successfully with 
minimum interaction. 

38. Claims 7-9, 12-14, 20-21, and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leyda (U.S. 5,867,730) in view of Charabaszcz (U.S. 6,263,387 Bl), 
Thambidurai (Internet Printing) and DeRosa Jr. et al. (U.S. 5,822,565) further in view of APA 
(Admitted Prior Art). 

39. As to claim 7, Leyda does not teach the device identifications conform to an IEEE 1284 
signaling standard. APA teaches the device identifications conform to an IEEE 1284 signaling 
standard (The signaling standard . . , 1994; page 3, line 1- page 4, line 5). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Leyda and APA because it provides all the benefit of IEEE Std. 1284 to the users. 

40. As to claim 8, Leyda teaches the first device identification includes at least manufacturer 
and model key values (including a vendor identification and model number for the CD_ROM 
driver 30; col. 6, lines 35-54). 

41 . As to claim 9, Leyda teaches the first device identification includes a compatibility 
identification key field (including a vendor identification and model number for the CD_ROM 
driver 30; col. 6, lines 35-54). 



• 



• 
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42. As to claim 12, Leyda as modified does not teach the translating includes a database 
look-up using alternate names and key values. Leyda teaches a table look-up is carried out. As 
discuss in claim 3, a database could be incorporated in the system of Leyda because it just a 
different way of implementation. DeRosa teaches different string identifiers maybe produce by a 
system for different devices bases on vendors and platforms (col. 8, lines 1-64). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
and modify the teaching of Leyda and DeRosa because to implement a look-up in database, one 
could use alternate name of key values. 

43. As to claim 13, Leyda does not teach the translating includes concatenating the 
manufacturer and model key values. DeRosa teaches concatenating the manufacturer and model 
key values to locate the configuration file. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Leyda and DeRosa because 
it provides the user with alternate methods to locate the driver when there are multiple 
implementations in the system. 

44. As to claim 14, see rejection of claim 13 above except the translating further includes 
removing the manufacturer key value. 

45. As to claims 20-21 and 24, see rejections of claims 7-9 above. 



46. 



As to claims 23 and 25-26, see rejections of claims 12-14 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

47. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Diem K Cao whose telephone number is (703) 305-5220. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 9:00AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
PO Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 . r 



Conclusion 



Diem Cao 




TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



